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AGENDA

A17/B44 Escalator & Moving Walk Committee

Hyatt Regency O Hare
03 West Bryn Mawr Ave,
Rosemont, IL 60018

Tuesday, August 26, 1997, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm
Wednesday, August 27 1997, 8:30 am - 5:00 pm

n

CALL TO ORDER

-

The meeting will be called 10 order at 8:30 am on Tuesday. Augusi 26. 1997
RECORD OF ATTENDANCE

ANNOUNCEM.ENTS y

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MAY 14, 1997 MINUTES

PERSONNEL

The following Escalator and Moving Walk Commitice personnel actions were approved since the last

. Commitiee mecting,

Marino Liberatore approved as Corresponding Member
“Davis Turner approved as Mcmber

Following the May 1997 meeting. the Sccretary wrote to Mr. Caster asking his intentions for future
participation. as Mr. Caster had not atiended the previous four mectings. No responsc has been received.

Sce Attachment 1 for a copy of the Committee Rosier and the attendance record.

The American Society of Mechanical Engineers
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7

7.1

REQUESTS FOR INTERPRETATION

Inquiry 97-26 (Attachment 2)
Committee: Escalator and Moving Watk

Subject Section 803
Escalator Phase Reversal

Edition: Al17.1-1996

Question(s).

The Al7.1 Code requires phase reversal protection of elevators but does not require it of escalators.
The National Electrical Code does not require phase reversal protection for either. Please explain why
cscalators do not need this protection,

-

Discussion;

A17/B44 HARMONIZATION -

Background:

TRs TABLED FOR HARMONIZATION

TR 96-03a. Comb-Step Impact Device. Rule 803.1u

TR 96-03b, Combplate Impact/Uplift

TR 96-10. Skirt Panel Brush Deflector Device. Rule 805. 1w )
TR 96-23. Signs on Steps. Risers and Balustrades. Rule 805.2

TR 96-54. inspection Control

TR 96-35. Escalator and Moving Walk Signage

TR 97-xx. Pt Drains .

TR 97-xx. Minimum Distance Between Escalators )

TR 97-xx. Protection of Supports & Machine Spaces Against Fire. Rules 801.1 and 901.1 {(Inquiry 97-07)
TR 97-xx. Handrail Speed Monitoring Device. Rule 805.4

TR 97-15. Audible Alarms. Rules 905, 1b(1). 903.11. and™03. 1m

TABULATIONS
The Tabulations listed below werc completed at the Mav 1997 meeting and were subsequently distributed
for letter ballot approval to the Al7 Main Committee and B44 Technical Commitiec. The ballot was
issucd on July 2. 1997 and closes on August 13. 1997. A copy of the tabulations is enclosed with this
Meeting Agenda.

July 1997 Tabulations

Section 3. Definitions (includes only those definitions assigned to the Escalator Committce)
Part VIII. Escalators

Part IX. Moving Walks

Section 1103 of Part XI ‘

Appendix G. Recommended Practice for Accelerated Moving Walks

Discussion:

The letter ballot for cach of the above sections/parts is scheduled to ciose on August 13. 1997 and the
results will be circulated prior 1o the meeting. The Commiftee must review all of the objections and
comments resulting from the letter ballot and prepare propesed responses.

“3-
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9 APPROVED TRs

See Attachment 3 for the Escalator and/or Moving Walk Committee TRs which have been approved by
the A17 Committee for A17.1a-1997 and for A17.1b-1998.

10 HANDRAIL HEIGHT AND GUARDRAILS (TR 94-28)

10.1 Stationary Guardrail
Background:
{See also Attachment 8 of the April 1996 minutes}

At the March 1995 meeting. the Committee voted 10 forward the following proposal to the A17 Code
Coordination Committee for consideration { Approved - 7. Opposed - 3 {Schaeffer. White, Haves)}:

Proposed Rule:

1. Every escalator or bank of escalators adjacent to an open wellway shall have a gnardrail. The
guardrail shail be a minimum of four (4) inches horizontally away from the moving handrail.
This shall be measured from the vertical plane described by the outer surface of the moving
handrail and the vertical plane described by the inner surface of the guardrail.

_t».)

The height of the top surface of the guardrail shall not be less than 42 inches measured vertically
above the step noseline on the incline and shali not be less than 42 inches measured vertically
above the 2 to 4 flat steps at the landings. A transition at the top and bottom curve shall be based
on the geometry of a particular manufacturers design.

3. The guardrail shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent objects from being caught
. between the escalator handrail and the guardrail.

>
Placement of Rule:

1. BOCA National Building Code
Section 3011.0. Escalators and Moving Walks - New rule 3011.3

2. UBC Uniform Building Cede
Chapter 30. add new Section 3008

3. SBCCI Standard Building Code
Chapter 30. add new Section 3003

4. National Building Codc of Canada - Add103.7.1.4and 3.3.1.17

Reason: There has been an unexpected history of falls over the sides of escalators. While in general
it scems most of this is due to "horseplay” or inebrialed people not fully aware of where they were or
-what they are doing. Dr. John Fruin. a highly regarded expert. has pointed out that a 42 inch (1067
mm) minimum guardraii is needed. To protect against potential abuse or reasonable use. depending
on ones viewpoint. guard rails should be mandatory where there arc open atriuins or other spaces.

At the June mecling. Mr. Kappenhagen reported that the A17 Code Coordination Committee briefly
reviewed the above proposal at their Junc 5 meeting. Representatives from the three model building codes

were present at the mecting: however, since the Building Code groups had previously agreed to develop

- L3
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opposed the proposal as they feli there was not enough information to support 2 change to the height.
They stated that every criticism regarding escalator handrails has always been that they are too low. not
too ngh.

The consensus of the Committee was that there may be a safer height for the handrail or one that could
improve graspability for children and the elderly but therc is no substantial data at this timne to support
such a change. Thereforc. the Committee agreed that this topic should be reviewed further and that the
Committee mav not have the expertise for such a study. Each member was requested to discuss this issue
will their co-workers for more in-depth information and the Committee voted to table discussion on the
moving handrail height untii the next meeting ‘

At the June 1995 meeting. Mr. Kappenhagen recommended that the Committee ask the A17 International
Standards Committee to request the TC 178 WG 5 1o discuss the height of the moving escalator handrail
in order to achieve a consensus height or provide data for use by the Committee. He noted that he and Mr.
Steel are members of the A17 International Standards Committee and will be appointed as delegates to the
WG 5.

During the discussion. members questioned why the data provided at the last meeting was not enough to
support a change to require the moving handrail to be set at 37 - 42 inches. Mr. Kappenhagen responded
that the majority of members at the last Escalator Committee meeting had felt there was not enough
information to support a requirement for a specific height. The Committee then voted to send to the
International Standards Committee a2 recommendation to request 1ISO TC 178 WG 5 to discuss the height
of the moving escalator handrail in order to achieve a consensus height or provide data for use by the
Committee. {Not Approved - 2 (White. Haves)}

At the October 1995 meeting. the Chair explained that he and George Kappenhagen will be attending the
first meeting of the 1SO TC 178 WG 5 later in the month and plarrto discuss this issue. It was also noted
that B44 contains requirements for handrail heights so the issue will most likely come up during

harmonization. Therefore. no action is required by the Escalator and Moving Walk Commiitee at this
lime.

At the January 1996 meeting. it was reported that B44 has an item concerning handrail heights which will

be discussed as part of harmonization. Additionally. the Committee is awaiting input from the [SO TC
178 WG 5 on'this itend .

Apr 96: Mr. Steel stated that the Commitice may be able to complete this item during harmonization
depending on when the information from ISQO/TC 178 WG 5 1s received, This itemn. together with [tem
0.1, was then tabled to allow for review by the Canadian Representatives.

July 96; This item was not discussed.
Oct 46: The Committce agreed 1o defer discussion on this item until Mr, Kappenhagen could be present.

Jan 97: The B44 Exccntive Committec proposal (o adopt the wording from B44 Clause 8.3.4.5 as new
Rule 802 4¢ was tabled at the April 1996 meeting,

Al the January 1997 meeting. after the item was “untabled”, the Committee discussed the proposal from
the B44 Executive Cominittee to adopt B44 Clause 8.3.3.7 as a proposed new rule 802.3j together with a
proposal from the B44 Executive Commitice to adopt B44 Clause 8.3.4.5 as proposed new Rule 802 4¢.
Se¢ Item 10.1 of these minutes for additional information,

During the discussions. Mcssrs. Steel and Kappenhagen reported that the 1SO TC 178 WG 5 was
discussing the subject of handrail heighis. and recommended the Committee await the cutcome of the WG
5 discusstons before proposing a rule for inclusion in the harmonization tabulation. it was noted that the
1ssuc of height of the moving handrail is separate but somewhat related to the issue of the external
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10.2

onc single building code to replace the three model codes. and the Code Coordination Committee has
voluntecred to drafi the elevator requirements for the combined building code. the representatives
suggested that the proposed nile for the stationary guardrail be included in the draft and considered
further bv the A17 Code Coordination Committee at their next meeting.

Al the October 1993, January 1996. April 1996. July 1996, and October 1996 meetings. this item was not
discussed as the Comunitice was awaiting input from the Code Coordination Committee.

Jan 97 The Committee reviewed a proposal from the B44 Executive Committee to adopt B44 Clause
8.3.3.7 as a proposed new rule 802.3j together with 2 proposal from the B44 Executive Commuttee to
adopt B44 Clause 8.3 4.5 as proposed new Rule 802.4¢. Sce Item 10.2 of these minutes for additional
information.

Regarding the externat barricade. it was reported that the item was sent to the Code Coordination
Commirtee for a recommendation; however. the Code Coordination Commitiee has not met in recent
times due to a harmonization effort among the model building codes to create one harmonized building
codc.

In conclusion. most members were in agreement that the external barricade item is outside the scope of
Al7. and that 8.3.3.7.1 should not be included in the harmonized code. Messrs. McColl and Fisher were
requested to discuss this subject again with the B44 Executive Committee to try to convince them that the
subject should be addressed by the building code and not the harmonized elevator code.

Mayv 97: During the discussion. a majority of members again indicated that they believed the external
barricade to be outside the scope of the A17.1 Code. and noted that the 915 mm requirement of Clause
8.3.3.7.1 was now included in new Rule 802, 4e: others felt that the harmonized code should contain
requirements similar to B44 Clause 8.3.3.7. A motion was made and seconded 1@ omit the B44 Clause
8.3.3.7 from the harmonized draft.

VOTED:  to omit B44 Clause 8.3.3.7 from the proposed A17.1/B44 Binational
Code { Approved-8. Opposed-5 (Burge. Hadaller. Haves. Viahovic.
Welch); - .
Following the vote. the committee agreed to recommend to NEII that the NEII Vertical Transportation
Standard be updated to rcinforce to architects the need for protection of floor openings. and to include this

recommendation as par of the rationate for not accepting Clausc 8.3.3.7. See Clause 8.3.3.7 of the June
1997 Part VI Tabulation for the complete rationale.

The Committee is still awaiting a recommendation from the Code Coordination Committee as to the
proposal for the Building Codes 1o include a requirement for 2 stationary guardrail.

Discussion:

The A17 Code Coordination Committee met on July | and voted to submit the proposal shown in
Attachment 4 as part of their comments on the Draft international Building Code.

Height of Moving Escalator Handrail

Background:

{Sce also Attachment 8 of the Aprit 1996 minutes)

At the March 1995 meeting. the Commiitee discussed the proposal shown in Attachment 8 (page 2/25) of
the April 1996 minutes. which Mr. Kappenhagen developed based on his research. Several members

-1-
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Mr. Steel then asked the members to review the draft and submit any comments they may have for
discussion at the next full Escalator Committee meeting. George Kappenhagen. who will serve as liaison
between the two Committees. will then reiterate our concerns to the Earthquake Commitices.

Jan 96: George Kappenhagen reported that he will discuss at the Earthquake Committee meeting the
Escalator Comimittee concerns raised at the October 11 meeting.

The Committee then discussed the draft and voted to send the following comments/questions to the
Earthquake Safety Committee:

(1) The Escalator and Moving Walk Committee requests data for the extent of restraints in escalator
support that the escalator should be designed to protect against: i.e. what do the escalators have to
tolerate?

(2) In the recent earthquakes. many of the escalators lost their glass either from the motion or from
debris. The Escalator Committee is concerned about glass balustrades in high seismic areas and
thinks the Earthquake Safetv Committee may want to consider prohibiting glass balustrades in certain
SEISINIC ZONESs.

The Committee then voted to send the above comments/questions to the Earthquake Safety Committee.

Apr 96: Mr. Steel reported that the Earthquake Safety Committee reviewed this item at their February
1996 meeting. Unfortunately. Mr. Kappenhagen. the liaison between this Committee and the Earthquake
Committec. was unablc to attend due 10 an iliness: however. Mr. Steei did attend.

The Chair explained that the Earthquake Safety Committee does not have any significant documentation
on what has happened to escalators in earthquakes and will 1rv to obtain reports on damage to escalators
in recent éarthquakes.

The Earthquake Committee concluded that it is more impontant to protect against immediate injury to
passengers than to damage 10 equipment which mayv happen some time after the earthquake due to wear.
Thev will concentrate on developing requirements to retain the escalator supports so they do not fall off
the building supports and for the reinforcement of the handrail system.

Mr. Kappenhagen then reported that he had obtained a free document from the NEHRP Hazard Reduction
Program which provides non-technical information about what the rules require. Members found the
document interesting and Mr. Kappenhagen volunteercd 10 obtain more copies and forward them to the
Earthquake Safety Commitiee,

Juiv 96: This item was not discussed.

Qct 96: The Committee agreed to defer discussion on this item until Mr. Kappenhagen could be present.

Mav_ 97 Sec Attachment 5 for the discussions that took place at the Earihquakc Safety Committee
meeting of Februany 1997

Mr. Sicel explained that he attended the last meeting of the Earthquake Safety Comunittee. where he was
given the assignment to prepare a draft for review by the Earthquake Safety Committee. Mr.
Kappenhagen also attended the Earthquake Safery Commitice meeting.

Discussion:
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12

barricade: however. the external barricade is outside the scope of A17.1 while the handrail hetght can be
covered in Al7.1.

Afier further discussions. a motion was made and seconded to adopt 8.3.4.5 as new Rule 802.4e. During
the ensuing discussion. it was noted that all manufacturers are producing handrails in the 920 mm to 980
mm range. so the B4+ range of 810 mm to 1070 mm is too broad. It was also noted that CEN currently
requires 1100 mm but is considering dropping to 1000 mm. The motion to adopt Clause 8.3.4.5 as new
Rule 802 4c was then amended by raising the lower range from 810 mm to 900 mm. The members agreed
that the minimum should not be raised any higher than 960 mm at this time so as not (o arbitrarly
exclude other manufacturers. Once input is received from WG 5. the Committee can review the subject
further. and perhaps decrease the range. 1t was then VOTED to adopt 8.3.4.5 as Rule 802.4e. replacing
the lower range of 810 mm with 900 mm (33 in.) { Abstained - 1 (S.Fisher)}.

Mav 97: The Commitiee is awaiting the results of the ISO TC 178 WG3 discussions.
Discussion:

Messrs. Steel and/or Kappenhagen are asked to report.

COMB-STEP IMPACT DEVICES, RULE 805.1u (TR 95-14)

The ASME Board on Hearings and Appeals denied Mr. Verschell's request for an appeal on this item.
The item was recently submitted for public review and will be submitted to the Board on Safety Codes and
Standards. along with the rest of the items approved for A17.1a-1997.

SEISMIC REQUIREMENTS FOR ESCALATORS AND MOVING WALKS

Background;

Jun 95: Mr. Kappenhagen reported that he had prepared a drafi for new requirements in Part XXIV for
escalators and moving walks which he submitted to the A17 Earthquake Cominittee. He stated that there
is a concern for bolt snapping whenever both ends of the es¢alator or the moving walk truss are secured to
the building structure. The trusses cannot withstand the forces subjected to the building structure and the
bolts snap.

The Earthquake Commuitice reviewed the draft and recommended that it be forwarded to the Escalator and
Moving Walk Committee for comment and with the advise that they look only at the content. not the
calculations. as the Earthquake Committee must resolve the seismi¢ zone classifications issue before
reviewing the calcuiations. They also asked Mr. Kappenhagen to be the liaison between the (wo
committees and he agreed.

Mr. Kappenhagen then requested that the draft be included in the minutes of this meeting and the agenda
of the rext meeting so that members could review it for a discussion at the next meeting. See Attachment
11 of the Januanv 1997 minutes for the draft.

Oct 93: Mr. Kappenhagen referred the Committee to the draft (Attachment 11 of the January 1997
minutes) and explained that the Earthquake Cominittee has asked the Escalator and Moving Walk
Commitiee 10 review the draft and submit to the Earthquake Commitice any comments or suggestions they
may have. The Escalator Commitice should only review the contents of the drafi. not the calculations.

since the Earthquake Committee must resolve the seismic zone classifications issue before reviewing the
calculations.

-6 -
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Discussion:

The Task Force is requested to repori,

LOW FRICTION, RULE 802.3f (TR 96-64)
Background:

TR 96-64 was opened to address the issue raised in Question 3 of Inquiry 96-42:
Inquiry 9642

Committee:  Escalator and Moving Walk

Subject: Rule 802,31

Skirt Panels
Edition: Al17.1-1993 including Al7.1b-1995
Question(s):

Skin panels must be made of low friction materials or be treated with friction reducing materials. No definition or
objective criteria is given for low friction. The only interpretations given so far is that certain materials, such as stainless steel,
are not low frction.

In an article published in Elevator World in April 1982 (Volume 4 of the Educational Package and Reference Library)
the Liberty Mutual Research Center determined that Teflon. whether factory applied or sprayed on. is not an appropriate
material for reducing skirt panel friction, These results were presented 1o the Al7 Escalator Commities.

(1) Ts a lubricant. either factory applied or spraved on. a “low friction™ or “friction reducing”” material?
(2) If so. what is the criteria being used 10 determine this?
{3) For faciory applied materials m general. how do vou determine if wear or damage has caused a skirt panel to no
longer be Jow friction?
{4) How often must triction reducing matenals be applied?
Answer(s):
(1) Yes
(2) To apply a lubricant to reduce the friction below that of the base matenial that was currently used in skirt panels
(3) The Code does not address this issue.
(4) The Code does not address this issue. See also Inquiry 87-2. Question 2
r
ct 96: It was noted that this item should be reviewed at the next meeting when the committee performs
a review of the open items regarding the Part VIl harmonization.

Jan 97: Mr. Steel explained that the CPSC has requested that the manufacturers perform a study to
prevent entrapments. As a result. NEIL with cooperation from the major manufacturers. is preparing a
study to develop an index to take into account (1) the coefficient of friction: (2) the skirt/step clearance:
and (3) the stiffiness of the skirts. all of the items which add to something getting caught between the skirt
and step under reasonable use. 1t is hoped that the study will find some way of measuring and quantifying
the cscalator 1o determine if it will prevent entrapiment. laking into account the three above items. If the
study works. there will be no need to define friction.

My, Steel suggested the Commitiee await the results of the study rather than trving to draft a proposal
immediately for inclusion in the harmonization package. Once the results of the NEII study are avaiiable,
the Committee shouid be able to develop performance onented rules to prevent entrapments, It is
anticipated that the results of the study will be available by the end of the vear. It was further reported
that NEII is attempting 1o find an outside group to perform the actual study.

A motion was madc. scconded. and VOTED 1o table this item 10 await the results of the NEII study
!Opposed - | (Haves). Abstained - 1 (Welch)},

Mayv 97. This item was tabled at the previous meeting to await the results of the NEII study.

-9-
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COMB-STEP IMPACT DEVICES FOR MOVING WALKS, Rule 905.1r (TR 95-
70)

The proposal was submitted to the Main Committee for letter ballot consideration at their January 1996
mecting. Several objections and comments were received. See Attachment 6. The Committee

subsequently tabled this item to await the outcome of Mr. Verschell's appeals on TR 95-14.

INSPECTION AND SERVICE SWITCH

Background
Julv 96: This item was not discussed.

Oct 96: The Sccretary noted that the first proposal in Attachment 7 is related to a proposal submitted by
Mr. Haves (TR 96-34). {Note: TR 96-54 was subsequently tabled. See Item 21 of the January 1997
meeting Minutes for details;.

Jan 97: See Attachment 7, First Proposal. At the January 1997 meeting. Mr. Fisher explained that the
B4+ Technical Committee recommends the adoption of the proposed Clause 8.6.19 shown in Attachment
7, even though it is not currently addressed by A17.1 or B44.

A motion was madc and seconded to adopt proposed Clause 8.6.19. During the ensuing discussion.
members of the Committee indicated that they felt the proposal effectively would provide a designed-in
jumper. The proposed switch would encourage a service mechanic to “jog~ an escalator while observing
from within the step band. The members felt the whole proposal would encourage an unsafe practice.

The Code currently requires a stop switch in the machinery space (805.3¢) which the mechanic can use.
The mechanic can alwavs jog the switch by using the key. This give total control to the mechanic
working on the equipment. Others were opposed to the motion because the requirement is not currently in
A17.1 or B44 and felt it shouid be tabled until after harmonization.

“The molion to adopt proposed Clause 8.6.19 failed { Approved -0: Opposed - 12 Abstained -1 (Hayes)}.

May 97: Mr. Hadaller distributed the proposal shown in Attachment 8. He explained that the B44
Technical Committee was upset that this commitiee did not approve the proposal submitted at the
previous Escalator Commiitee meeting and had submitted the proposal for letter ballot approval of the
B44 Technical Committec. The attachment includes the results of the B44 letter baltol. He then requested
that the Commitiee reconsider the proposal.

The members then reviewcd the proposal. During the ensuing discussions. some members reiterated their
concern that the proposal would encourage an unsafe practice. Those in favor of the proposal felt it would
prevent accidents of inadvertant starting of escalators bv mechanics when attempting to position the

escalator during maintenance and repairs. Some members agreed with the intent of the device but felt the

proposal should be rewritien as a maintenance device. nol a safety device, and that the device should be
permitted rather than required.

A motion was made and seconded 10 incorporate proposed new Clause 8.6.19 as shown in Attachment 8
into the harmonization tabulation. The motion failed { Approved- 5 (orly Mr. Haves asked to be recorded).
Opposed- 8: Abstained-(}].

A Task Force was then set up to develop a new proposat for review by the Committez. The following
members were appointed to the Task Force: George Kappenhagen. Patrick Welch. Joe Kenneally, Tom
Nurnberg. and Roland Hadalter. The Task Force expects to prepare a proposal by the end of August. 1f
their proposal is approved by the Escatator Committce. it could be inserted into the harmonization
proposal during resolution of ballot comments.

-8 -
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17

17.1

Mr. Steel reported that NEII has selected a contractor for the project and provided the contractor with

.detailed instructions. It is anticipated that a contract will be signed. Once that is all settled. the

contractor will be given 120 days to complete the study.
Discussion:

Mr. Stecl is asked io provide an update.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR HAND-WIRING DEVICES (TR 96-33)
Background:

Sec Attachment 9 for a proposed new Rule from Hubert H. Haves concerning instructions for hand
wiring.

Oct 96: The Committee agreed to include this item in harmonization but to defer discussion on the item
until the next meeting 10 allow for review of Mr. Haves’ proposal.

Jan 97: Mr. Haves explained the intent of the proposal shown in Attachment 9. for hand wiring devices.

After hearing the discussion. Mr. Steel indicated that the proposed wording was similar to that of EN 115
for hand winding devices.

Mr. Haves agreed to review his proposal and report back at the next meeting.
Mav 97. Mr. Haves stated that he will report at the next meeting,
Discussion:

Mr. Haves is asked to report.

NEW BUSINESS

Handrail Clearance, Rlile 802.4f
Background:

During the harmonization discussions regarding Rule 802.4f. Mr. Rehman explained that B44 Clause
8.3.4.0 was added to the Code in 1994 and is the basis for the harmonized Rule 804.4f shown in the

tabulation. He indicated that recently. he and others have encountered problems with the enforcement of
B44 Clause 8.3.4.6.

It was then suggested that perhaps a revision could be added to Figure D1 showing a 10 mm maximum on

either side: however. others did not agree with this suggestion as the rule permits a maximum totat of 10 |
mm. not 10 mm on each side.

Beéause no definitive proposal was developed. it was agreed to leave the proposed rule 804.4f as shown in
the tabulation and to open this TR to review the rule at a later date.

Discussion:

- 10-
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"17.2

17.3

18

Entrapment of Fingers Under the Handrail - Between Handrail and Handrail Stand
Background:

The Inspectors’ Manual Committee reviewed the NEII letter shown in Attachment 10. dated May 27,
1997 and is sceking input from the Escalator and Moving Walk Committee.

Discussion:

Escalator Brake Testing at Acceptance Inspection
Background:

At their May 7-9. 1997 meeting. the Inspectors” Manual Committee reviewed proposed harmonization
Rule 1003.2b(4)(c)(1) shown below.

Rule 1003.2b
{4) 360824 Drive Machine and Brake. The drive machine and brakes shall be inspected and
tested including test of the brake torque (Rules-804-3-and-9063-and ltems 2.4 and 4.4).
(ay_Connection of machine and drive shaft (Rule 804.1 or 904.13:
{b)_Drive motor (Rule 804.2):
(c) Brake tvpe (Rule 8043 or 904.3): _
(1) Brake test: brakes shall be tested 1o determine conformance with the requirements of
Rule 804.3a; or
(2)_If the tvpe test certificate exists (see Rule 1105.1). it shall only be necessary to verify the
setling on the data plate or in'the special instructions (see Rule 804.3a(4) for escalators and 904.3a(4)
for moving walks).
(d) Brake daia plate (Rule 804.3a{4)): and
(¢) Marn drive-shafi brake (Rule 804.3b).

This proposed rule is part of the Acceptance Inspection for Escalators and is based on current B44
wording.

The Inspectors’ Manual Committee questioned why Rule 1003.2b(4)(c)(1) is necessarv since all escalator
brakes on new equipment will be required to be tvpe tested before they are inspecied and is seeking input
as to whether the Escalator Commitiee agrees that the rule is not necessary.

Discussion:

FUTURE MEETINGS
The Comunittee has not vet scheduled their next meeting,
For vour information. the following A17 Main Committee meetings have been scheduled:
Sept. 23, 1997 Vancouver
" Januar 12-16. 1998 Palm Beach Gardens. Florida

March 30 - April 3. 1997 Denver. CO
June 22-26. 1997 Charlotte. NC

- 11 -
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19 ADJOURNMENT

The meeting is scheduled to adjourn at 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday. August 27, 1997,

Submlllcd by.

Marcy A, eemswck

Secretary. A17/B44 Escalator & Moving Walk Committee
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STEEL, DAVID L.
C & S CHAIR

MANAGER

ESCALATOR CODES PRODUCT SAFETY
OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY

1 FARMS SPRING

FARMINGTON, CT 06032~2615
(860)676~6497
FAX.(860)676~6495

OFF.EXP. 12/1999

COM.EXP., 12/1999

SRI# 2316149

SCHAEFFER, ROBERT

C & 5 VICE CHAIR
VICE CHAIRMAN
MONTGOMERY ELEVATOR COMPANY
ONE MONTGOMERY CT
MOLINE, IL 61265-1374
(309)757-1453
FAX.(309)757-1474
OFF.EXP. 12/2001
COM.EXP. 12/2001

SRI# 2901668

WEINSTOCK, MARCY
C & S STAFF SECRETARY

MANAGER

ASME 10M
SAFETY CODES AND STANDARDS- b
345 E 47TH ST

NEW YORK, NY 10017-2304
(212)705-8526 ~
FAX.(212)705-8501

COM.EXP. 08/2049

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 2251338

BOLDUC, GERMAIN
PRESIDENT

CBA MCI CONSULTANTS INC.
1290 BOUL.ROLAND-THERRIEN
LONGUEUIL

QUEBEC  J4J3 5H4

PQ, CANADA
(514)677-8928
FAX.(514)677-5163
COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 5610308

BURGE, PAUL E.
MGR FIELD QUALITY
SCHINDLER ELEVATOR CORP
40 COWDRAY CT
SCARBOROUGH  M1S  1A)
ON, CANADA
(416)332-8280
FAX.(416)332-8276
COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 5148846

CALLIS SR., RONALD W. .
SUPR OF FIELD SERVICE/INSTALL
O&K ESCALATORS INCORPORATED
182 ENTERPRISE DRIVE

PO BOX 4279

NEWPORT NEWS, VA 23603-1368
(757)888-6666
FAX.(757)888-2540

COM.EXP. 12/1998

SRI# 4449062

CARRAJAT, PATRICK A.
CHAIRMAN

PATRICK A. CARRAJAT IND INC
46-10 VERNON BLVD.

LONG ISLAND CITY, NY 11101-5309
(718)392-5658

FAX. (718)392-0817

COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 2798197

CASTER, TERRY D.

CHIEF

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF
CONSUMER & INDUSTRY SERVICES
7150 HARRIS DRIVE POB 30254
LANSING, MI 48909
(517)322-1839
FAX.(517)322-1267._

COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 4798617
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DATE- 5/22/97

DIPIERO, RAYMOND A.
ORRESPONDING MEMBER
SENIOR MECHANICAL ENGINEER

PORT AUTHORITY OF NY & NJ
241 ERIE ST ROOM #306

JERSEY CITY, NJ 07310-1303
{201)216-2907
FAX.(201)216-2908

COM.EXP. 12/1999

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 300186

FISHER, STEPHEN E.

MGR FIELD ENGINEERING
NORTHERN ELEVATOR LTD
270 FINCHDENE SQUARE
SCARBOROUGH  M1X  1A5
ON, CANADA
(416)291-2549
FAX.(416)291-4654
COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 5019641

GRAINER, STEVEN H.
VICE PRESIDENT ENGINEERING
MEC ELEVATOR COMPANY

6360 GATEWAY DRIVE
CYPRESS, CA 90630-4844
(714)220-4800
FAX.(714)220-4812

COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 4802096

— e iy

HADALLER, ROLAND F.
CORRESPONDING MEMBER

MANAGER OF ENGINEERING

DOVER ELEVATOR SYSTEMS CANADA
1551 CATERPILLAR ROAD

MISSISSAUGA  L4X 226

ON, CANADA

(905)949-6700
FAX.(905)949-5718

COM.EXP. 12/2001

SRI# 4620191

L01030700

Page 2 of 1

HAYES, HUBERT H.
PRESIDENT

HUBERT H HAYES INC
1713/19 RALPH AVE
BROOKLYN, NY 11236-3319
(718)531-8484
FAX.(718)531-5059
COM.EXP. 06/1998

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 500249

HEINTSCHEL, RICHARD W.

CORRESPONDING MEMBER
PRES

ESCALATOR SFTY EXPERTS INC
47 GRANDE LAKE DR

PORT CLINTON, OH 43452-1449
(419)734-2990

COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 2804557

KAPPENHAGEN, GEORGE A., (PE)
CODE CONSULTANT N. AMERICA
SCHINDLER ELEVATOR CORP.
20 WHIPPANY ROAD

P.O. BOX 1935 -
MORRISTOWN, NJ 07960-4539
(201)397-6255
FAX.{201)397-6043

COM.EXP. 12/2000

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 2343341

KENNEALLY, JOSEPH W.
ELEVATOR/BOILER INSPECTOR
U S POSTAL SERVICES

MAIN POST OFFICE

90 CENTER STREET
MIDDLEBORN, MA 02346-9998
(508)947-7282
FAX.(508)547-7282

E-MAIL COMPUSERVE :
PPJR40A@PRODIGY.COM
COM.EXP. 12/2001

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 2153617



SEL510
DATE- 5/22/97

KRAFT, JOSEPH K.
CORRESPONDING MEMBER
CONSULTANT

JOSEPH K KRAFT & ASSOC INC
31 HIGHRIDGE RD

RANDOLPH, NJ 07869-4567
(201)538-9193

COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 2807782

MARCUSKY, JIM BRox 344

SR-MBEH=ENGR  (\narey | ) revtgpa
ugTﬁxnmn:rrnn-aeﬁaﬂrn-ﬁziiD
B R ONGE—DE—LEQN, AVE

BEEATURGA—30830—2%46 30822
(4€4+84&=1221f70€3635-\]5\
Rl R AR~ 32 A2

COM.EXP. 12/1998
SRI# 2809739

MATSUI, TOSHI, (PE)
CORRESPONDING MEMBER)

MITSU ELECTR P.
INAZAWA WORKS

NO. 1 HISHI-MACHI AICHI
INAZAWA 492

JAPAN

INT'L PHONE 0587-24-5518
INT'L FAX 0587~-24~5745
COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 2809952

MCCOLL, DAVID
(CORRESPONDING MEMBER)

MGR -CODES & PRODUC ETY

OTIS CANADA INC.

710 DORVAL DR.

OAKVILLE L6K 3vV7

ON, CANADA

(905)849-2602

FAX.(905)845-3397

E-MAIL INTERNET:

mccolléipgnet.com

COM.EXP. 12/2001

SRI# 5044219

Escalator and Moving Walk Committee
L01030700

MOSKAL, THOMAS G.
NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT MANAGER
LERCH BATES & ASSOCIATES INC.
40 BELLE GROVE DRIVE
DESTREHAN, LA 70047-2522
(504)725-0610

FAX. (504)764-0550

COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 4786315

NURNBERG, THOMAS R.

PROJECT MANAGER ‘
MONTGOMERY ELEVATOR COMPANY
ONE MONTGOMERY COURT

MOLINE, IL 61265-1374
(309)949-2101 EXT.109
FAX.{(309)549-2055

COM.EXP. 12/2001

SRI# 2812360

PARVIS, EDWARD F.
MGR-MECH DESIGN DEPT
FUJITEC AMERICA INC
401 FUJITEC DR
LEBANON, OH 45036-9691
(513)932-8000
FAX.(513)933-5503
COM.EXP. 12/1999

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 2813194

—— e ey

VLAHOVIC, C. E. bt

co MBER)
CHIEF ENGINEER

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT
MCCR-TSD-ENG'G & STDS BRANCH
3300 BLOOR STR W., WEST TOWER
ETOBICOKE M8X 2X4

ON, CANADA

{(416)325-2098 :
FAX.(416)326-8248

COM.EXP. 12/2001

SRI# 1955517

Altachmen
Page 3



SEL510 Escalator and Moving Walk Committee
LO1030700

DATE- 5/22/97

WELCH, PATRICK J.
ASSOCIATE PARTNER
SYSKA & HENNESSY

11 WEST 42ND STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10036-8002
(212)921-2300
FAX.(212)556-3236
COM.EXP. 12/2001

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 5556683

WHITE, CARL J.
PRESIDENT

CARL J WHITE & ASSOC

AIRPORT INDUSTRIAL PARK

5755~A INDUSTRIAL PLACE
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80916-~1797
(719)550-0660

FAX.(719)550-0978

COM.EXP. 12/1998 .

SRI# 2820587

APPERSON, KYLE A.
C & S ALTERNATE

(E.F. PARVIS)

DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER .
FUJITEC AMERICA, INC.

401 FUJITEC DRIVE

LEBANON, OH 45036
(513)932-8000
FAX.(513)933-5502

COM.EXP. 12/1999

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 2344620

DENGS, BERND W.
C & S ALTERNATE

' (RON CALLIS)

PRESIDENT

O&K ESCALATORS, INC.

182 ENTERPRISE DRIVE

NEWPORT NEWS, VA 23603-1368
(757)888-6666

FAX.(757)888-2540

COM.EXP. 12/1998

SRI# 3138609

\
Attachment
Page j of _1..

FOX, CLARENCE C.
C & S ALTERNATE

(T. CASTER)

PRESIDENT

RAINBOW SECURITY CONTROL LTD
4990 SHORE LANE

ROUTE #1

PERRINTON, MI 48871-9621
(517)682-4342
FAX.(517)682-4283
COM.EXP. 12/1999

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 385492

HARUTA, YASUMASA

C & S ALTERNATE

(STEVE GRANIER)

WORKING COMMITTEE
MITSUBISHI ELECTRIC CORP.
NO.1l HISHI-MACHI

INAZAWA AICHI 429

JAPAN .

INT'L PHONE 81-587-24-5580
INT'L FAX 81-587-24-5772
COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 5486881

MCCLEMENT, ARTHUR M.
C & S ALTERNATE

(DAVID STEEL)

SR. MECHANICAL ENGINEER
OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY
1331 S. CURRY PIKE
BLOOMINGTON, IN 47403-2710
(812)331-5607
FAX.(812)331-5983
COM.EXP. 12/2000

SRI# 4669560
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MEEHAN, MIKE

C & S ALTERNATE

{(G. KAPPENHAGEN)
PRINCIPAL ENGINEER
SCHINDLER ELEVATOR CORP
20 WHIPPANY ROAD
MORRISTOWN, NJ 07960-4539
(201)397-6159
FAX.(201)397-6376

E-MAIL INTERNET:

mike meehang$schindler@notes.worldcom.
(E-MAIL CON'T) m.com
COM.EXP. 12/2000

ASME MEMBERSHIP

SRI# 4411369

REHMAN, AZIZ

C & S ALTERNATE

({PAUL E. A. BURGE)
ENGINEERING MANACER .
SCHINDLER ELEVATOR CORP.
40 COWDRAY COURT
SCARBOROUGH M1S 1Al
ON, CANADA
(416)332-9065
FAX.(416)332-8276
COM.EXP. 12/1999

SRI# 5043880

pr—

TOTAL L01030700 - 133
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the harizontal should be removed and it should
only be vertical similar to what New York City has.
I believe that this is in the best interest of the
public.

Comments

G. Kappenhagen:

I certainly agree with the need to increase the
forces, however the reason is incormrect as stated
since data was obtained on escajators. The
reason should begin with: "Experience backed up
by extrapolating data obtained from escalators
indicate...”

r
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File No. 3152-90

Aprit 18, 1996

CODES AND STANDARDS
ASME Intemational -!5“

345 East 47th St
New York, N.Y. 10017-2392
USA

Attention: Marcy A. Weinstock

Dear Marcy:
At the 1995 Annual meeting of the B44 Technical Committee, the following two proposals

were made, with the recommendation that they be forwarded for review by the B44/A17
Escalator Committee:

First Proposal
Add new Ciause to B44 (and equivalent rule to A17.1)

8.6.19 Inspection and Service Switch

A switch shall be provided in each machinery space where means of access 1o the Space is
provided, that when actuated, will open the self-holding circuits of the dniving machine motor
and brake running relays. The switch shall be: '

(a) of the manually opened and closed type;

(b) conspicuously and permanently marked to identify the “inspection” and "run® position;
(¢} positively opened mechanically, this opening shall not be solely dependent on springs.

Rationale for proposed new Clause 8.6.19 Escalator Inspection and Service Switch:

The intent is to prevent accidents through inadvertent starting/running of escalators by
mechanics when attempting to position escalators in order to check/adjust/repair components
as becomes necessary from time to time by providing a switch for use during maintenance
and repairs that will prevent the escalator from frunning unless the key switch (start switch) is
manually held in the On position.

During the summer of 1995 two accidents occurred in Aiberta.

1. Serious injury resulted when a mechanic slipped from the escalator landing plate into the
step band where some steps had been removed while attemnpting to position the escalator
using the normal Start/stop station switches to check for wear. The escalator went into the
‘run" mode because, when he slipped, he was unable to actuate the Stop switch. Fortunately,

(-anadian Standards Assaciation. [78 Rexdale Boulevard, Etobicoke, Ontario, Canada M9W 1R3
Telephone: (416) 747-4000 Telefax: (416) 747-4149
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* ASME Intemational
Page 2.

his helper was working directly in front of the disconnect switch and shut the escalator off very
quickly. While the mechanic was severely crushed, he survived the ordeal.

2. Death resulted when a mechanic was standing inside the step band where some steps had
been removed. It appears he attempted to position the escalator to make some checks using
the normal stop/start station switches when he lost his hold on the switches. The escalator
went into the "run” mode. A

. The mechanic’s body was caught between the combplate end of the landing plate and the
steps running up from behind him. His body was severed just below the chest He died
almost instantly.

2nd Proposal —-——Tg\\o\ea\ m\r Io\“‘an 25¢ (omm N\\fﬁ

Introduce pit drain requirements for escalators and moving walks similar to those approved for
elevators (see following Clause for elevators).

Revise Clause 2.7.1.2

Pits extending to the ground or below shall have noncombustible floors, pit drains and shall be
designed to prevent entry of ground water into the pit, or the accumulation of fluids from any
other source.

-

| would appreciate it if you could place the above two proposals on the agenda of the Joint
Escalator Committee to be held on April 23, 1996.

Yours, very truly,

Husam Mansour
Project Manager
Life Sciences
(416) 747 4233
Fax 747 2473
jh/-

c.c. B44 Executive Committee
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Action by
S.Fisher/
Secretary

- )

New Clause 8.6.19 Inspection and Service Switch Attachment &

Page_ \ of S
APCE| Recommendation

We propose that a new clause be added to Section 8, Escalators. This Clause
will read as follows:

8.6.19 Inspection and Service Switch -

A switch shall be provided in each machinery space where means of access to
the space is provided, that when actuated, will open the self-holding circuits of
the driving machine motor and brake running relays. The switch shall be:

(a) of the manually opened and closed type; :

(b) conspicuously and pemnanently marked to identify the “inspection* and
*run” position;

(¢) positively opened mechanically, this opening shall not be solely dependent
on springs.

Rationale for proposed new Clause 8.6.19 Escalator Inspection and Service
Switch:

The intent is to prevent accidents through inadvertent starting/running of
escalators by mechanics when attempting to position escalators in order to
check/adjust/repair components as becomes necessary from time to time by
providing a switch for use during maintenance and repairs that will prevent the
escalator from running unless the key switch (start switch) is manually held in
the On position.

Dun‘ng the summer of 1995 two accidents occurred in Alberta.

1. Serious injury resulted when a mechanic slipped from the escalator landing
plate into the step band where some steps had been removed while attempting
{o position the escalator using the normal start/stop station switches to check
for wear. The escalator went into the “run* mode because, when he slipped, he
was unable to actuate the stop switch. Fortunately, his helper was working
directly in front of the disconnect switch and shut the escalator off very quickly.
While the mechanic was severely crushed, he survived the ordeal.

2. Death resulted when a mechanic was standing inside the step band where
sofne steps had been removed. It appears he attempted to position the
escalator to make some checks using the normal stop/start station switches

when he lost his hold on the switches. The escalator went into the “run“ mode.
The mechanic's body was caught between the combplate end of the landing
plate and the steps running up from behind him. His body was severed just
below the chest. He died aimost instantly.

Recommendation by the B44 Committee

The Technical Committee approved the proposal in principle and agreed to
forward it to the B44/A17 Escalator Committee for review and comments.

Action by B44 Executive

It was agreed that S. Fisher will submit the recommendation to the B44/A17
Escalator Committee.
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Proposed amendments Clause 8.6.19(New) to CAN/CSA-B44-94,
Safety Code for Elevators
{February 1997)

Clause 8.6.19(New) - Add the following clause:

A switch shali be provided, in each machinery space where means of access to the space
is provided, that when actuated, will open the self-holding circuits of the driving machine
motor and brake running relays. The switch shall be

(a) of the manually opened and closed type;

(b) conspicuously and permanently marked to identify the *inspection™ and "run"
positions; and

(c) positively opened mechanically; this opening shall not be solely dependent on
springs.

Rationale: The intent is to prevent accidents through inadvertent starting/running of
escalators by mechanics when attempting to position escalators in order to
check/adjust/repair components as becomes necessary from time to time by providing a
switch for use during maintenance and repairs that will prevent the escalator from running
less the key switch (part switch) is manually held in the On position.

Note: The above proposal was prepared by the Association of Provincial Chief Elevator
Inspectors in response to two accidents that occurred in Alberta. The proposal was
approved for letter ballot by the B44 Technical Committee at its 1996 Annual Meeting.
Once the new clause is approved, it will be published in the form of an amendment to the
B44-94 edition.

T
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File No. §152-90
Letter Ballot Summary
Result of Voting on Ballot No. 64 Ballot Closing Date March 21, 1997
Technical Committee on Elevator Safety Code |

Re: Proposed amendments Clause 8.6.19(New) to CAN/CSA-B44-94, Safety Code for Elevators

Date Issued February 21, 1997 No. of Members 34
item Approval | Disapproval Abstain No Reply Meets # of
Votes Votes Required
Approval
Votes
50% x 34 = 17
23x22=18
21 1 D McColl " 12 Bolduc
Brown
Burr
Duma
Giiffin
N Hollet -
Holmes
Lamoureux
Marsiglio
Rehman
Virk
White
Responses Received After Closing Date Note: Pisase include name and date received.
Total | 21 1 12
Comments:

P Labadie - The rationale intent is well understood; however, there are a few words missing and
a few mistakes in the text.

S Fisher - This is definitely a step in the right direction and ! fully agree with intent... However,
I think the Code should in fact go further and specify, separate operating devices be provided
which include a stop switch directional buttons and an enable button in addition to the
(insp/jogging) transfer switch being provided; and when in effect, all other operating devices shall
be rendered ineffective ... (pendant cords should be permitted as well as plug-in type switchover
type arrangements in lieu of transfer switches).
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- Summary of LB # 64 (cont'd)

Comments (cont'd)

S Fisher {cont'd)

If plug in type devices are provided, and more than one piug-in location is provided, the circuits
shall be so arranged so as to prevent any operation if more than one operating device is
connected. . .

The operating device shall be kept on site with escalator controller (possibly require interlocking
with docking station/plug which wouid prevent escalator operation if device is not in position ...) -

Note: The plug-in type device arrangement would possibly provide the best flexibility of use,
as well as positive operation transfer means eg, require removal of normal operation jumper plug
(which would remove seif holding feature and disable normal starting means, positively) to allow
plug in type operating device to be plugged in.

Definitely some form of inspection/jogging operation must be made mandatory by the code to
enhance safety.

L_Boudreau - Rationale: ... 4N less the key switch (start past switch) ...
SJ Koinoff - 8.6.13.1 Stop and Inspection Switches in Machinery Spaces
8.6.13.1 Stop Switeh

-

8.6.13.2 Inspection Switch
An inspection switch shall be provided ...

Rationale: Extremely important to have clear, effective wording - establish Inspection Switch vs
- Stop Switch, both are in machinery space.

D McColl (Disapproval) - letter attached.

Administrative J. Halge Submitted to: H. Mansour
Assistant: Date: March 24, 1897__

For completion by SA where the SSC has conducted the SLR balioting:
This project was formally approved (technical and second level) on (Date):
Please Oproceed [Ido not proceed to Production for final publication.

SA: ___  Submitted to: _J. Haige cc: Planner
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March 21, 1997

Mrs. Jackie Halge,
Administrative Assistant,
Standards Development,
Canadian Standards Association,
178 Rexdale Bivd.,

Etobicoke, ON.

MSW 1R3

Dear Jackie;

Re: Letter Ballot 64 - Proposed Clause 8.6.19

| disapprove of the above mentioned proposal for the following reasons:

1. The proposal is incomplete. When the switch is in the “inspection” position what operation
is meant to occur? There is no mention of “Inspection” operation, switches or operating
devices anywhere else in Section 8. :

2. The switchis not labelied. it should be labelled the same as the “INSPECTION" switch in
the proposed Rule 210.1d(1) of the A17/B44 Binational Code.

3. ltis not clear which position the switch will be in when actuated.

4. There is narequirement elsewhere in Section 8 for driving machine motor and brake

running reiays. Does this clause not apply if other types of devices are used to actuate the
motor and brake? '

in the rationale what is meant by (part switch)?

- This proposal goes against the spirit of Harmonization. While i support a requirement of
this type, we should not be publishing an amendment to the B44-94 requiring a device
which is not required in A17.1, in the middie of the Harmonization process. It is incumbent
upon the B44 Technical Committee, through the Executive Committee, to ensure that the
Joint Escalator Committee understands their concemns and that a harmonized proposal for
this requirement appears in the A17/B44 Binational Code. A propasal correcting the above

deficiencies should be presented and reviewed by the Joint Escalator Committee at its next
meeting (May 14-15, 1997).

-

o,

Yours truly,

OTIS CANADA iNC.

David McColl, P. Eng.,
Manager, Codes & Product Safety,
Canada
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e of |
ELEVATOR CONSULTANTS Pa 9 l

1713/19 RALPH AVENUE, 2NO FLOOR
BROOKLYN, NY. 11236 :
TEL: (718) 531-8484 CODES AND STANDARDS

FAX: (718) 531-5059

AL 3 1 199%

|
[

Secretary, A17 Committee TKQé -S3
ASME

345 East 47th Street

New York, New York 10017 July 8 1996

Edition: 1993 A17.1 & 1993 A17.3

Subject: Add New Rule To Part 8xx Instructions for hand-wiring devices

Rule 8xx.x

If a hand-wiring device is provided, corresponding instructions for use shall be
available in the vicinity and the direction of travel of the escalator or moving walk
shall be indicated clearly.

Reasons: To Keep Inspector & Service Man Safe

NEW YORK CITY CERTIFIED PRIVATE
asme3 ELEVATOR INSPECTION AGENCY #182.76

WE DO NOT SELL, SERVICE OR REPAIR ELEVATORS
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National Elevator Industry, Inc. rage_l_or 2

———

ASSOCIATION HEADQUARTERS:
185 Bridge Plaza North » Room 310 Fort Lee, New Jersey 87024 (201) 944-3211 ¢ Fax: (201) 9445483

RESPOND TO: Edward A. Donoghue Associates Inc.
Code and Safety Consultant to NEII
1677 County Route 64, P. O. Box 201
Salem, NY 12865-0201
500.442 CODE or 518.854.9249

Internet E-mail: eadai@ibm.net
May 27, 1997

CODES AND STAND ="

Mrs. Geraldine Burdeshaw, Segretary
ASME A17 Main Committee

American Society of Mechanical Engineers
345 East 47th Street

New York, NY 10017-2392

Subject: Technical Revision ASME A17.2.3
Dear Geraldine:

A NEII member request the following technical revision be made to ASME A17.23.

. Subject: Item 1.3.]

External Inspection and Test of Escalators - Top and Bottom External Inspection
ftem 1.3 Handrails

Edition: A17.2.3-1994 to Present

Problem: The referenced Item in the third sentence states: "The undersides of the handrails should

be close enough to the handrail stand to prevent any fingers from getting between the handraif and
the handrail stand™.

There are several problem with this item, the first of which is the arbitrariness of "any fingers", the
second of which is the fact that there is no such thing as a "handrail stand" defined in the Al7
Code, and most important of which s that this inspection is for something that is not even covered
in A17.1. The inspection procedure should be eliminated from Al7.2.3,



Mrs. Ccraldinc Burdeshaw, Secretary

ASME A17 Main Committee Attachment {0
Page 2 Page 0 of 2
May 27,1997

Suggest the following: 1) Eliminate this provision from Item 1.3.1.
2) Inspection requirements should be coordinated with the
Al7 Committee responsible to assure that requirements
for items not cover in the Code are not called for.

Very truly yours,

EloardFOD e

Edward A. Donoghue, CPCA
Code and Safety Consultant to NEII

jmd
cc: K. Lloyd

J. Pang
NEII Members ASME A17 Committee

File:Mav97. 27DNEN



United States
ConsuMeRr Propuct SareTy CoMMission

Washington, D.C. 20207 Office of
Information & Public Affairs
MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 2, 1557
TO : Ron Medford, EXHR ébg
FROM : Ela < T [ W

SUBJECT: CDC National Bicycle Ad Hoc Working Group to Prevent
Traumatic Brain Injury meeting

Here is some feedback from the meeting last Friday and a
request for assistance.

First, they want to get rid of the Ad Hoc part of the title,
but no concrete decisions have been made beyond that. The name
that may be used is "Technical Advisory Board for Bike Safety".

The CDC has developed a Web site for the committee and used
a facilitator at Friday's meeting to revisit the mission of the
committee (since Rich Schieber is the new chairman & has only
been involved with the committee since March, 1997). The
committee reached consensus on the following:

- The committee will function for bicycle specific issues
(versus expanding to include all head trauma causes,
regardless of product involved).

- The committee agreed that the purpose of the committee
is to promote bike safety and increase safe use of
bicycles (prevent bike injuries, promote bike safety
education, and increase information sharing) .

I will share the minutes of the committee meeting with you when
they arrive fromcpCc. . .

———

//’!,zw’““' rrrr : Septembexr 3, I ask that the bicycle T

7 technical staff look at the attached 2 pages for the committee's

' Web site. This is how the bike page will look with the left |
frame showing a listing of topics and the right frame giving the
title and description of the committee. Please identify other
topics, if any, that should be added to the ligt. I suggested a
heading of "regulations" which they will add. The other o




handwritten topics were suggested by other committee members and
willi§gm§dded.

| A heads up - I have a CPSC presentation on the bi;;‘ﬁ““H\\\\\\\
light/reflectivity project scheduled for the next meeting of the

‘ committee - December 2, 1557, at 9 a The meeting will be at
‘\ DOT. —f—x,/mw

S T—— ‘.‘ . e

Attachment (s)

cc: Bob Frye

Murray Cohn \'\
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Right Top Frame in bikepage file://A% TCAnk/SHAR E/HTM/BIKE S /SRR FOP--FPw-

(This page is only a draft) Name this Page!!

Who are we?
What are our activities?
Our mission statement

%
R:eMt
The National AD Hoc Working Group to prevent Traumatic Brain Injury invites you to help us reduce all

deaths and injuries resulting from bicycle-related injuries. Check out our pages, wear your helmet. and
have fun biking!

Please send comments to Rich Schieber

e & ke b
B Lepel, At

1 B/2847 9:02 AM
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Safe Biking
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Suggestions for web site sponsored by CDC Committee to prevent
TBI

When you "click" on Helmets, you should get detailed information

on:

1. How a helmet works. (This also may be covered under the
Biomechanics heading on the Safe Biking page.)

2. What standards to look for.

3. Instructioné on how to choose a helmet size angd adjust the

straps to obtain a proper fit.

S. Heh
ESME
9/2/97
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A17/B44 Escalator and Moving Walk Committee % £ of 2 _
Attendance Record :

Member Meeting Dates
5/97 1497 109 | /96 4/96 196 10/95 | 6/95 3/95 12/94

Bolduc. G A X X X - - - - - -
Burge. P X A A X X - I S
| Rebman A) | x || x || x | x | T
Callis. R A X X A X A X ‘ X XL i(__
N I A i i
Carrajat, P A¥ A A A X A X A X X
Caster. T A A A A A X b X -
- . T RN
DiPicro. R C C C X C C C - - -
Fisher. § A X X X X
Grainer. S A A A X A - - - = 1.
R N It B E
Hadaller. R X - - - - - - - - .
Haves. H X X X X X X X X X X
Heintschel, R C C C C C C C C C C
Kappenhagen. G X X X X X |.x | x| x | X |
CMechan M) ] B X
Kenneally. J X X - - - - - - - -
Kraft. J C C C X C C C C | C C
Liberatore. C ' - - - - - - - - - -
Marcusky, ] A X X A X A X A X X
Matsui, T C C C C C C C A A A*
McColl. D X - - - - . . - - -
Moskal. T A X X X X X X A X
Nurnberg. T X - - - - X X X X
Parvis. E X X Ar A* X X X - - -
e e e T [
Schacffer. R X X X X X X X X X X
sed 1 XX x px dx b x [ x Tx ] x [ x|

{McClement, A) X X X X
Tumner. D - - - - - - - - - -
Vlahovic. CE X - - - - - - - - -
Welch. P X X - - - - - - - -
White, C A A A X A X X X X X
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KEY: X = Present
A = Absent
~ = Not Member at time of meeting
_ C = Corresponding Member
NOTE: * Sent representative
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ING 97-26

Section B80S (Al7.1 - 1996)

Escalator Phase Reversal

The Al17.1 Code requires phase reversal protection of elevators but does
not require it of escalators. The N.E.C. does not require phase reversal
protection for either. Please explain vhy escalators do not need this
protection, ‘

WM TTLD 8B
Janes  Frog PPovs
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TRs Approved by the A17 Committee for A17.12-1997
The following TRs have been approved by the A17 Committee: thev will be submitted to the ASME Board

on Safety Codes and Standards and the ANSI Board of Standards Review and if approved. will be
pubtished in A17,1a-1997.

Escalators

Location TR# Proposed Revision

805.1u 95-14  Comb Step Impact Device Forces

Moving Walks

Location TR# Proposed Revision

902.33)  95-71 Tamper resistant safety barrier attachment fasterner heads

903.1 93-73  Speed Attained by an Escalator after start-up (similar to TR 93-63)
905.11 95-72  Addition to prevent the insertion of body parts into the moving machinery at the end of the
. mw where the handrail is exiting (similar to TR 95-13).
. ' TRs Approved by the A17 Committee for A17.1b-1998

As of July 1997. no Part VIII or Part IX TRs have been approved by the A17 Committee for A17.1b-1998,
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Cone (ounwern:

Add the following new Rule to Chapter 30:

3006.2.2 Escalator Guardrails. Every escalator or bank of escalators adjacent 1o an open wellway shall have

a guardratl.

The guardrail shail be a minimum of four (4) inches horizontally awav from the moving handrail. This shall
be measured from the vertical plane described by the outer surface of the moving handrail and the vertical
planc described by the inner surface of the guardrail.

The height of the top surface of the guardrail shall not be less than 42 inches measured verticallv above the
step noseline on the incline and shall not be less than 42 inches measured vertically above the 2 to 4 flat steps
at the landings. A transition at the top and bottom curve shall be based on the geometry of a particular
manufacturers design.

The guardrail shall be designed in such a manner as to prevent objects from being caught between the
escalator handrail and the euardrail. “

Ratignale for Proposed new Rulc 3006.2.2: There has been an unexpected history of falls over the sides of
escalators. While in general it seems most of this is due to "horseplav® or inebriated people not fully aware of
where they were or what they are doing. Dr. John Fruin_ a highly regarded expert. has pointed out that a 42 inch
(1067 mm) minimum guardrail is needed. To protect against potential abuse or reasonable use. depending on ones
viewpoint. guard rails should be mandatory where there are open atriums or other spaces. See attached study by
Dr. john Fruin. :

Although the A17 Committee feels that a requirement for an external guardrail is necessary. the A17 Committee
believes it is outside the scope of the elevator code and should be included in the building code. In a related
matter. the A17 Committee has proposed the new rule shown below for the height of the moving escalator handrail
for inclusion in the ASME A17.1/CSA B44 binational clevator code. however. the proposed new rule is not
intended for fall protection but rather. for guidance of passengers riding the escalator.

Proposed Rule for inclusion in ASME A17.1/CSA B44
802.4e Vertical Height. The vertical height from step nose to top of handrail shall be not less than
900 mm (35 in). nor more than 1070 mm (42 in).
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ESCALATORS AND MOVING WALKS

Background:

Mar 95: Mr. Kappenhagen distributed the draft. shownameiresachmenks. for new requirements in Part
XXIV for escalators and moving walks. He stated that there is a concern for bolt snapping whenever both
ends of the escalator or the moving walk truss arc secured to the building structure. The trusses cannot
withstand the forces subject 1o the building structure and the bolts snap. He has found that the problem is
not as severe where only one end of the truss is secured.

The Committee decided to forward Mr. Kappenhagen's proposal to the Escalator and Moving Walk
Committee for comment and advise them to look only at the content. not the calculations, as the
Earthquake Commitiee must resolve the seismic zone classifications issue before reviewing the
calculations,

Feb 96 The Committee decided the best approach for this item is to begin by reviewing the problems that
have been encountered in recent earthquakes. Mr. Swerrie reported that the Luoma Prieta earthquake did
not cause a substantial amount of damage 1o escalators: however. the Northridge earthquake caused a lot
of buckling and shearing of bolis.

Mr. Gibson then suggested that Mr. Ledesma's video which was shown at the 1994 NAESA Workshop be
shown 1o this Committee. He will try to obtain the video from NAESA. It was also suggested that Mr.
Ledesma and/or Dr. Schiff may have written reports covering escalator damage from earthquakes. The
Secretary was requested to contact Messrs. Ledesma and Schiff for available Teports.

Mr. Steel stated that there was some confusion regarding the origin of the proposal inAttashnrentd8 Hc
was under the impression that it was drafied by the Earthquake Committee and then sent to the Escalator
Commitice for review, However. now he realizes that Mr. Kappenhagen drafted the proposal and
submitted it to the Earthquake Committee who then forwarded it to the Escaiator Committee for review.
In any event. the Escalator and Moving Walk Committee performed a general review of the proposal (no
calculations were discussed). and had some comments for consideratton by the Earthquake Safety
Committee.

One concern riised by the Escalator Committee was the extent of restraints in cscalator support that the
escalator should be designed 10 protect against: i.e. what do the escalators have to tolerate?

Another concern raised by the Escalator Committes was the use of glass balustrades in high seismic
zones. The Escatator Committee felt that consideration should be given to prohibiting them.

It was then suggested that rather than prohibiting glass balusirades. consideration be given to requiring
external steel multions to support the handrails. It was further suggested that the Commitice discuss this
issuc with glass expents to find out if there are some principles which can be apphed towards the
containment of the glass in the balustrades.

Towards the end of the discussion on the pratection of escalators from carthquakes. the Commit(ee
concluded that the instde of the escalator could not be protected from damage duc 10 an carthquake but an
absolute inspection of 4nternal components of escalators after carthquakes should be-required. 1o ensure the
nnmediaie safcty of the passengers.

Mr. "Drosic suggested that the Comnmittee should review the Japanese requirements for carthquake
protection. The Secretary was asked to auach the appropriaic requirements to these minulcs, See

Attaciment 19

- 14-
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It was also suggested that the Committee consider requiring a seismic switch to shut down the escalator at
the onset of an earthquake. It was noted that this will cause an abrupt stop which can cause injury but it
should still be considered.

Discussion:

Mr. Kappenhagen distributed copies of the book titled A Nontechnical Explanation of the 1994 NEHRP
Recommended Provisions™ and referred the Committee to page 40 of the book which covers drift limits
(MGM—MWW‘M) He explained that the Escalator and Moving Walk
Commitiee is secking guidance as to the extent of movement in the escalator support that the escalator
should be designed 1o protect against to prevent the escalator truss from falling off the support. The
Escalator Committee is also concerned with handrail integrity for glass balustrades.

The Committee discussed the maximum drift. Once the maxinum drifi is determined. the escalator can be
designed (0 accommodate it. It was then noted that A17 Code should be based on maximum actua! drift
rather than the design drift. Mr. Schiff responded that he is unsure as to whether the NEHRP guidelines
provides means for calculating actual or design drifts and will check and report his findings to the
Secretary. :

Some members noted that escalators fixed at both ends resulted in greater damage than those fixed at only
one end. and that escalators not fixed at either end resulted in even less damage than those fixed at one

. end. However. it was concluded that it is up to the designer how to accommodate the drift. whether to fix
at one end. two ends. or neither,

During the discussion. a concern arose regarding the possibility that an earthquake could produce a drift
greater than the maximum drifi to which the escalator would be designed. and it was suggested that a
redundant structural design to protect the escalator from falling be required. _ .

It was concluded that a supplemental rule (in addition to a rule regarding maximum drift) should be
provided for catastrophic failure to prevent the truss from falling.

The following was concluded:

1) acceleration factors from mew maps for elevators being provided by Mr. Schiff. will be applicd to
escalators as well:

2) absolute design story drift wili be provided by Mr. Schiff and

3) arule covering a catastrophic type support svstem will be developed

[t was then noted that the State of California is also concerned with scismic provisions for escalators. they
are adopting A17.1 but are adding requirements for escalators. Sce Attachment 21. Mr. Droste noted
that California’s proposal is similar 1o the City of Los Angeles draft distributed with the last meeting
minutes covering preliminary recommendations for Non Structural Elements on escalators and moving

walks. a oprolwhislnicconiatned-ip-d ttnchment2?.

The Committee next discussed requirements for handrail integrity for glass balustirades and felt that the
California proposed Section 3137(b)(3) which rcads “In balustrades which contain glass. glass shall not be
part of the structural suppont system of the handrail ~ seems reasonable for escaliators

During the discussions. it was noted that the Manufacturers would need time to develop new handrails to
meet this requircment. and it was also noted that many. including architects. may not be willing to use
handrails with steel supports.

Following the discussions. Mr. Stecl agreed to develop a proposal. based on the California Draft and the
Committec's discussions. for review by this Committec.

-15-
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS e b 1
CITY OF LOS ANGELES NON-STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS . D rihrenD™ 1

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEVATORS AND ESCALATORS ! gqu Feo 40
R \
New Construction a“A\ﬁV“uL /
‘ “\\\qu\'ﬁ}, i
I. Escalators and Moving Walks _ — ]

A.Design

l.Connections which join the escalator or moving walk to the
building shail be designed for seismic loads, in Both principal .
horizontal directions, of 0.5¢(D.L. + 0.4L.L.). The live load,
L.L., shall be taken as 100 p.s.f.

2.Provide for the maximum design story drift in the design of

connections.,

a. Provide seismic restraint in the longitudinal direction at
one end. The design shall account for torsion. All other supports

must be free to slide in the longitudinal direction.

b. At the.sliding end, the width of the beam seat shall be
capable of accomodating, without damage, at least two times the

current code allowable story drift in both tensile and

compressive modes,

¢. Provide seismic restraint in the transverse direction at all
supports. The gap between the escalator truss and the seismic
restraint shall not exceed 1/4 inch each side. )

d. Ail shims used to support escalators and moving walks shall be

designed by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect Qualified

~7
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under the California Businese and Professions Code. These shims

shall meet the design criteria contained herein.

3. The handrail supports shall be designed to resist a lateral
load of 50 pounds per foot applied at the top of the handrail. In
balustrades which contain glass, the glass shall not be part of

the structural support system of the handrail.
B. Quality Assurance

1. Plan Check -

a. Reguire structural Plan check of seismic connections, seismic

restraints and handrail supports of all escalators and moving

walks.

b. Requxre that the seismic connections, seismic restraints and
handrall supports for all escalators and moving walks be designed
by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect qualified under

the California Business and Professions Code.

2. Inspection.

a. In addition to the inspection by the Clty Bn;ldlng Inspector,
requlre structural obaervat;on by the engineer or afchitect of
record, or inspection by a licensed deputy structural steel and

welding inspector, of all connections which join the escalator or
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moving walk to the building.
II. Elevators
A. Design

1. Require that the rails be designed for the same seismic load
2s the rail brackets. The seismic load shall be applied at the
most adverse position. The allowable stress shall be as specified
by the AISC. Allowable deflection shall be as shown in the

. following table.

RAIL SIZE ALLOWABLE DEFLECTION
1 /FOOT INCH
8 0.2
11 0.3
12 0.4
15 0.5 T
18.5 0.5
22.5 0.5
30 | 0.5

2. All rail joints shall be within 2 feet of their supporting
bracket.
3. fieé;uire that counterweight and car frames be designed for a

seismic load of 0.5g in the 2 principal horizontal directions.
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The maximum seismic deflection of the frame components shall not

exceed 0.5 inch.
B. Quality Assurance
1. Plan Check

a. Require structural plan check of the seismic design of guide
rails, rail brackets, car and counterweight retainer plates,
counterweights and equipment anchorage for all elevators.

b. Require that the seismic aspects of all elevators be designed
by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect qualified under

-

the California Business nnd-Progessions Code.
2. Inspection

a. In addition to the inspection by the City Building Inspector,
require structural observation by the engineer or architect of
record or inspection by a licensed deputy structural steel and
welding inspector, of guide rails, rail brackets, car and
counterweight retainer plates,‘counterweights and equipment

anchorage for all elevators.

elevcode.tls 1-10-96
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PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS
CITY OF LOS ANGELES NON-STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEVATORS AND ESCALATORS

Existing Installations
I. Escalators and Moving Walks

A. Required Initial Inspection and Report

1. Establish a timetable and requife'an inspection of the
connections which join the escalator or moving walk to the
building. A report shall be Prepared which verifies compliance
with the design requirements contained herein. This inspection
and reb6££_9h§-11 be prﬂepared by-; C.'I.Vl_l or Structural Engineer or

Architect qualified under the California Business and Professions

.Code.

If compliance cannot be demonstrated, the Bngineer or Architect

shall describe how the connections will be modified to comply.

2. Escalators and Moving walks shall be exempt from required
retrofit if it can be demonstrated that escalator or walk cannot
fall more than 30 inches. |
B. Required Retrofit _ v

1. Esﬁablish a timetable and fequire seismic design and retrofit

of escalator and moving walk connections which do not comply with
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the design requirements contained herein. It jg recommended that

the maximum time for compliance be 3 Years after notification.

2.Require seismic design and retrofit of escalator and moving
walk connections upon major alteration or the acquisition of a
building permit for work valued at more than 10% of the value of

the building for other purposes in the same building.

C. Design

1. Connections which join the escalator or moving walk to the
building shall be designed for seismic loads, in both pPrincipal
horizontal directions, of 0.5g(D.L. + 0.4L.L.). The live load,
L.L., shall Bé taken as'100 p.s.f.

2. Provide for the maximum design story drift in the design of

connections.

a. Provide seismic restraint in the longitudinal direction at
one end. The design shall account for torsion. All other supports

must be free to slide in the longitudinal direction.

b. At the eliding end, the width of the beam seat shall be
capable of accepting, without damage, at least two times the
current code allowable story drift in the tensile mode only.

¢. Provide seismic restraint in the transverse direction at all
supports. The gap between the escalator truss and the seismic

restraint shall not exceed 1/4 inch.
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d. All shims used to support escalators and moving walks shall
be designed by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect
qualified under the California Business and Professions Code.

These shims shall meet the design criteria contained herein.
D. Quality Assurance
1. Plan Check

4. Require structural plan check of seismic connections and
seismic restraints of all escalators and moving walks which

require retrofitting.

b.Require that the seismic connections and seismic restraints for
all escalators and moving walks which are to be retrofitted be
designed by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect qualified
under the California Business and Professions Code.

2. Inspection

a. In addition to the inspection by the City Building Inspector,
require structural observation by the engineer or architect of
record, or inspection by a licensed deputy structural steel and
welding inspector, of all connections which join the escalator or

moving walk to the building. .
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A. Required Inspection and Report

1. Establish a timetable and require an inspection of
counterweights, equipment anchorage and car rajl retainer plates.
A report shall be pPrepared which verifies compliance with the
design requirements contained herein. This inspection and report
shall be prepared by a Civil or Structural Engineer or Architect

qualified under the California Business and Professions Code.

If compliance cannot be demonatrated,‘the Engineer or Architect
shall describe how the installation will be modified to comply.
B. Required Retrofit

1. Establish a timetable and require seismic design and retrofit
of counterweights, equipment anchorage and car rail retainer
plates. It ig Tecommended that the time for compliance be 3 years
after not:if..i.caticm.l

2. Require seismic design and/or retrofit of counterweights,
equipment anchorage, car rajl retainer plates, car and
counterweight rails, counterweight derailment devise and
displacement switch and rail brackets upon major alteration (as
defined by the City of Los Angeles Elevator Code), including
change of control or operation, or the acquisition of a building
permit for work valued at more than 10% of the value of the

building for other purposes in the same building.
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3. The car shall be weighed upon any major alteration and upon a
new acceptance test. A new cross head data tag shall be provided
each time the car is required to be weighed. The old data tags
shall not be removed.

C. Design

1. Require that the rails be designed for the same seismic load
as the rail brackets. The seismic load shall be applied at the
most adverse position. The allowable stress shall be as specified
by the Los Angeles Building Code. Allowable deflection shall be

-as shown in the following table.

RAIL SIZE ALLOWABLE DEFLECTION
#/FOOT INCH
8 0.2 o . T
11 0.3
12 . 0.4
15 " 0.5
18.5 0.5
22.5 0.5
30 0.5

2. All rail joints shall be within 2 feet of their supporting
bracket.

3. Require that counterweight and car frames be designed for a

seismic load of 0.5g in the 2 principal horizontal directions.
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The maximum seigmic deflection of the frame components shall not

exceed 0.5 inch.
D. Quality Assurance
1. Plan Check

a. Require structural plan check of the seismic design of guide
rails, rail brackets, car and counterweight ret&iner plates,
counterweights and equipment anchorage for all elevators which

are to be retrofitted.

b. Require that the seismic aspects of all elevators, which are
to be retrofitted, be designed by a Civil or Structural Engineer
or Architect qualified under the California Bualness and

Professions Code.

2. Inspection e

a. In addition to the inspection by the City Building Inspector,
require structural observation by the engineer or architect of
record or inspection by a licensed deputy structural steel and
welding inspector, of guide rails, raijl brackets, car and
counterweight retainer platesn, counterweights and equipment

anchorage for all elevators which are to be retrofitted.

elevcodl.tls 1-10-96
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Letier Ballot Results App | Not App Abst | Not Vot | Not Ret
Opened: 29 Jan 96 Main Committee 22 4 0 0 4
Closed: 11 Mar 96 NIRC 2
| A0dftiona) Comments: 1 e

TR 95-70 (Escalator and Moving Walk)
Revise Rule 905.1r as foliows:

905.1r Comb-Pallet Impact Devices. Devices shall be provided which will cause the opening
of the power circuit to the moving walk driving machine motor and brake if either: _ '

(1) a horizontal force not greater than 400 ibf (1780 N) in the direction of travel is apg(l):gc:bf
execeding at either side, or not greater than exceeding 225-b1-{1000-N)-
(3560 N) at the center of the front edge of the combplate; or

Reason: Experience backed up by test data indicate that the present level of forces required are too
low and create false stops. Further test data show that the new figures would prevent casual contact
with the comb from tripping the comb-paliet impact device. This TR is similar to TR 95-14 for the
combplate impact device on escalators,

o — —irere

Responses to Letter Ballot Commenis
e w

Not Approved Votes Responses
Jim Filippone:
(1) The test data provided to justify these TR's-is

grossly insufficient for the magnitude of the
proposed changed. »

In fact, during the ballot process (TR95-14)
inforration from several sources indicated
that the present Code requirements have
prevented serious injuries to the public and
do not present a danger of false stops.

The farce limits are so high that the step(s),
pafiet(s), and combpiate(s) could be seriously
damaged, since they are not required by
Code to meet these higher forces, before this
device could activate.

THEREFORE, THESE CHANGES ARE
UNJUSTIFIED, POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS,
COUNTER TO ACTUAL EXPERIENCE AND
WOULD DECREASE PUBLIC SAFETY.

{(2) It appears that the Code is being changed so
that certain existing designs will not have to
be modified. The A17 Code must endeavor to
protect public safety as its first priority,

THEREFORE, IF CERTAIN DESIGNS EXIST
THAT CAN'T MEET PRESENT CODE




REQUIREMENTS, THEN THOSE DESIGNS
SHOULD BE CHANGED, NOT THE CODE.
THE LIABILITY TO THE ASME'S ASSETS
WOULD BE SUBSTANTIAL IF THE CODE
WAS CHANGED IN THIS MANNER.

(3) These TR's are in violation of the
Harmonization process with CSA B44,

THEREFORE, THESE CHANGES ARE QUT
OF ORDER.

(4} The only justified change in the proposals is
to change the word "exceeding" to "not
greater than". This shouid be done
throughout Rules 805.1u and 905.1.

(5) The way the TR's are written, it is unclear
what is being done with the vertical force
requirements. Are they being deleted or
remaining the same?

.

A, Verschell:

Repeat all comments for TR 95-14
L. White:

The comments | previously made, regarding
escalators still apply.

The rule change does not enhance safety and
may decrease safety.

C.E. Viahovic:
1. Increased force means lowering safety on

moving walks and increasing safety risk,
which i cannot approve.

2. False stops are inconvenient but not unsafe,
at least from the A17.1, Section 905 view-
point, because that section lists 15 other
devices the operation or malfunction of which
could cause a faise stop.

3. Betore considering approva! of the proposed
revision, | would need detailed analysis of
accidents caused by “false stops” initiated by
the “present level of forces” versus accidents
alleviated by the impact device set in
accordance with the currently revised forces.

4. | have not withdrawn my *not approved” vote
On a similar TR95-14 applicable to escalators.

H.H. Hayes (NIRC):

Combplate Impact Device

By increasing the horizontal force, a hazard is
Created to the riding public. Therefore, | feel that
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